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The three papers prepared’ for the National Commis§ion on Excellence in
Educat1on prov1de a solid foundat1on for conceptua11z1ng the student S ro]e in
1earn1ng. Robert Sternberg and Richard Nagner S paper,»"Understand1ng
;Inte11igence: What's in it for Educators?" (1982) reviews theory and research
that support a view of intelligence as the processing of 1ntormation necessary
for "purposive se]ect1on of and adaptat1on of rea] -worid environments relevant
to one's life" (p. 18). The breadth of th1s paper makes 1t difficult to sum-

- mal 1ze, but 1 wou]d emphas1ze the carefu] connect1ons made between cognitive

' process1ng of 1nformat1on and the metacogn1t1ve process1ng ‘of one s own approach
to a situation.and the information conta1ned therein. This connect1on seems to
be related the central po1nt in the second paper under cons1derat1on, Deborah
St1pc "Motivating Students to Learn: A Lifelong Perspect1ve (1982). .Stipek
_emphas1zes that 1earn1ng requires ”consc1ous “and de11berate effort“ (p.A4);7sUch
effort presumably involves shap1ng one's approach to a 1earn1ng situation.
Stipek. 1mp]1es that metacogn1t1ve process1ng depends heav11y on intrinsic mot1—m
vation and may be stunted by prolonged exposure to learning situatjons with
structurad extrinsic re1nforcement. The 1mp11cat1on of these two papers, then,
s that‘schoo]ing-that_reTies on external reinforcement of 1earn1ng will h1nder‘
the development of 1nte111gence. | |

Walter Doyle, 1n the . third paper.under cons1derat1on, "Academ1c Nork"
(1982), makes a trans1t1on from the abstract and technical treatment of ]earn1hg
s1tuat1ons to the concrete reality of c]assroom work ass1gnments. His main the-
sis is that the evaluation and control pressures in c]assrooms are inimical to
1nte111gence and motivation to learn in that those pressures tend to confine ]
teacher—student interactions to lower-order ‘cognitive tasks and shift attention
'2from the purposes of 1earning torthe purposes.of managing the. performance-grade

“exchange. Cumulatively,- these papers-constitute a devastating eritique of the :

-
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inteiiectuai and motivationai outcomes of schoo]ing.

My attempt to integrate the papers by Sternberg and Wagner, Stipek, and
Doy]e is guided by a research paradigm of the organization and management of
work in schoois (Duckworth 1981, 1983)-1 have developed for the Center for
Educational Policy and Management (CEPM) at°the University of Oregon. The para-
digm synthesizes research findings abouticiassroom uork processes that predict

student achievement in order to indicatg points of dependency on or potential

intervention by school administrators.;'I will try to summarize what I have"

i

 learned from these:papers and offer soﬁe recommendations forvthe redefinition of

the student work role w1th respect to 'the higher order 1earning obJectives at
jssue. I will aiso try to draw some impiications for changes in the conditions
of teaching that may be necessary t /create such a student role.

Like Stipek and Doy]e, I concegtuaiize the student role in terms of the work

performed-—work defined as purposefui effort or actiVify on the 1earning task.
‘Student work, in my view, resu]ts from the interaction of three genera] work
conditions—-agenda, resources, and +incentives. Each of these conditions is
determined in turn by the student's background, current school experience, and
1ife prospects. I am primariiy concerned with the school's organization of
_ schooiing" experiences (Bidweii and Kasarda 1980) or encounters with particuiar‘
1earning tasks. Sternberg and Wagner point out the possible counterproductiVity
of a student work agenda defined in terms of expected performance on psycho-
metric tests, because the work required to move from one to another p]ateau on
such tests is not easi]y determined. Furthermore, Sternberg and wagner caution ‘
uagainst;an uncritical definition of work agenda in terms of Piaget's cognitive

pr

stages, because again the relationship between work and progress from one stage
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to the next is not: c]ear. The information processing view of inte]]igence is
much r1cher in 1mp11cat1ons for the design of work operat1ons t0 be performed
Doyle, however, points out that the actua] work ngenda exper1enced by the stu=
dent is distinct from the work agenda built into the forma] curr1cu1um,‘and>L
‘see the reconc111at1on of these two.work agendas as the maJor task for those ..
1nterested in redef1n1ng the student ro]e in 1earn1ng. 7 |
With respect to work’ resources for 1earn1ng, the authors of the three papers
“are . in agreement that time on task by itself is an empty concept a]thougn
esearch on d1rect 1nstruct1on (e.g., F1sher et a].*1980) seldom rests on this
concept alone but 1nstead qua11f1es it in terms of agenda (the focus of the
task) and the resources of the student's entry 1eve1 skills. There is an :
interesting tension between Sternberg and Nagner S 1mp11cat1on that 1earn1ng
requires the resource of sel f- management sk111s and DoyTe S assert1on that,stu1,,“

L.
dents. tend to pressure teachers to s1mp11fy tasks until they can be performed

virtually effort]ess]y with the resources at hand (text material, Tists, _ -
formulae). It may be that increasing student self- managemen+ sk111s is prere-
qu1s1te to the 1ntroduct1on of h1gher order -learning tasks, certa1n1y the exten-¥§

_ s1on*of lTearning tasks into .real-world environments (Sternberg and Wagner) and

1ndependent study (Stipek) requires such student work resources if the organ1za- ,'

tional performanCe—grade negot1at1ons (Doyle) are not to trivialize the academic
expectat1ons of such learning tasks. -

Stipek. addresses the matter of work 1ncent1ves most d1rect1y 1n her argument
-that 1ntr1ns1c mot1vat1on is -the on]y reliable bas1s for work. Yet th1s asser-vw
tion s 1ncompat1b1e with the emphas1s in Sternberg and wagner on cop1ng with
rea]—wor]d env1ronments. Surely, the ability to funct1on in a system of exter-

nal re1nforcements would be an essent1a1 dimension of intelligence in the1r

¢
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sense. Moreover, Doy]e suggests that students in. a c]assroom will scan .and
interpret eco]og1ca1 cues regarding rewards and pena1t1es for work; to 1gnore
such sources of mot1vatlon in the hope of making 1earn1ng an 1nterna11y—-
e1nforced process may be to attempt to deny the soc1a1 being of the learner.
On the other hand there is no deny1nq the dysfunct1ona1 consequences of many of N

today's - '\\\\

schools. The so]ut1on‘may be to 11rk the call for 1ntr1ns1c motivation with the
. . . ‘,,-}: g
call for self-management skills; this Wil be developed below. ‘ ./ S

'the externa] re1nforcements serving ‘as incentives - for student work in

Constructive Criticism of the Papers

Rather than criticize deta11s in these three”fine papers, I wi]l attempt to
shape ‘my disagreements, ‘such as they are, 1nto a set of recommendat1ons for the
redefinition of the student role that is sympdthetig to the-a1ms of thée papers

_but points in some«different7d1recttons,

1. Build on the-Foundations of Direct Instruction. Running through the

papers 1s ‘the theme that direct instruction, despite 1ts uti]ity for'basic
skills and slow students, is 1napp]1cab1e to the higher- order learning discussed
by Sternberg and Wagner. I would suggest caut1on in draw1nE such a premature
conclusion. There are decades of pa1nstak1ng work . behind the e1aborat1on and
'va11dat1on of d1rect 1nstruct1on strateg1es such as are descr1bed by Rosenshine

(1979) and F1sher and co]]eagues (1980). Only recent]y, thes' strateg1es have

been found to be product1ve in junior high school c]asses (Evert on and co\]eagues
1980) and in remed1a1 read1ng classes in senior h1gh schoo]s (Sta]]'Qgs 1981).

N

~Given the greater techn1ca1 difficulty in elaborating task de519ns for h1gher—
order 1earn1ng, it is not surpr1s1ng that direct instruction research has not

yet been successful beyond these cases. However, the 1ncreas1ng vo]ume of con-
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tent and the subtlety of'codifying'interactiOn‘strategies around the teaching of
: cogn1t1ve and metacogn1t1ve operat1ons do not in principle obviate tae utility
of the basic. functions of d1agnos1s, prescription, focused presentationt moni- ©
toring, and feedback 1in Fisher’and co11eagues' (1980) forMu%ation of'direct
1nstruction; | |

rtThere are, after at] broad foundations of factua] and procedura] learning
1nvspecialized donains of.1ejrn1ng. The accountab1l1ty and prec*s1on charac- -
teristics of direct instructian seem relevant here. With regard to cognitive
processes, while students may benefit from deve]oping their own 1earning ‘
ikalgo.1thms, Doy]e po1nts out that these. are somettmes earoneous. 1 suspect that
1m1tat1on and rehearsa] are usefu] for mastering--e.g.--logical operat1ons such
k\gas geometr1c proofs, and ‘direct 1nstruct1on may have an 1mportant funct1on here.
f1na11y, although metacogn1t1ve procedures may seem more abstract and thus of a
_h1gher order than cogn1t1ve processes, they are not thereby unsuscept1b1e to |
mode11ng and feedback As an example, I would quote the sequence of execut1ve
processing steps in Sternberg and Wagner (1982 Pe 14) "deciding upon_the_
nature of the prob]em be1ng confronted deciding-upon a strategy for. task per- "
v nce, and correct]y 1nterpret1ng externa]«feedback.” : |
Howe Vi rq wh11e argu1ng that the work of 1earn1ng at the h1gher reaches is
still skilled wo\k I think that we can make some progress in- supp]ement1ng the
direct 1nstruct1on\mode1 as needed by d1st1ngu1sh1ng among kinds of sk111s and

LR

their optimal deve]opment. Here, Charles Perrow s (1970) ana]ys1s of work in
terms of the k1nds of- techn1ca1 routines emp]oyed and their mod1f1cation in
1ight of except1ona1 cases may help. Perrow d1st1ngu1shes among rout1ne produc-
tion,_engineering, craft and nonrout1ne product1on depending on. the frequency

of exceptions to conventional procedures’andfwhether'the search for alternative-

‘-
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‘procedures is analyzable or urnanalyzable. Academic tasks (and the variety of

real-1ife situations a]],students experience at one tiie or another) exhibit all

these typeii vStudents may develop the different skills necessary in different
ways. In the case of tasks with many exceptions, while seriar app]ication of
‘known procedures may be practiced by the student outside ‘the supervision of the/
teacher, the efficient testing of procedures can benefit from direct 1nstruct1on )
~in each of the procedures. In the case of tasks with unana]yzab]e search proce-
dures, however, full attention and the sort1ng of task clues may be best tra1ned
with the close superv1s1on of d1rect 1nstruct1on but w1thout its deta11ed proce-
dures and reinforcements; The teacher aims to he1ghten student awareness and
checking of perceptions, students develop the capacity to contrive unique solu-
tions part]y in private thought but also- part]y by compar1ng the1r work pro-
cesses and- product: w1th those of masters and 1ntu1t1ng and. 1nqu1r1ng about more
. fruitful search methods, The human m1nd may st111 be super1or, under certain
c1rcumstances, to any- d1rect 1nstruct1on program we have, and there is the'
danger of hobbling the adapt1ve subt]ety of natural thought processes by. try1ng
to reduce them to components.

These sketchy ideas are presented in the. hope of st1mu1at1ng further thought
about the nature of the skills. we want in students and the c]assroom processes
most conducive to the development of such skills. Attempts to adapt the tools
‘we possess, 11ke d1rect 1nstruct,on, are preferable to re1nvent1ng the wheel.

2.f Distinguish the Short-term and Long ~-term Values of Learn1ng(/ While 1

share St1pek's worry about the 1ong-term effects of ‘the app11cat1on of direct
instruction's‘program-and- re1n|orcement sequence to learning, I worry also about
'romant1c1z1ng the role of 1ntr1ns1c mot1vat1on in 1earn1ng ~ The enthus1asm and

coe
~
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. .._curiosity we find so de]ightfui in young chi]dren's 1earning (and in the atti-
tudeiof.adu]ts to new situations)'may'be Timited motiVationai bases for learning
in the domains of the school curricu]um.. Bereiter‘and Engeimann (1966)
distinguished between‘“fun" nd “work“ stages of learning as the student moves
from ercounter with new content to mastery of new ski]]s, they argued that prac-
tice, while necessary, ig often boring, and that coping with: the ‘application. of
know]edge and skiii to more difficu]t content, while sometimes chai]enging, can
also be frustrating,respeciaity-at,first. Getting through this work“'stage
’reguires,iinitiaiiy, externai control and _eventually, work habits of discipline
and ‘persistence. Lest these seem 1imited to basic skiiis I would Tike tc |

reca]] my own experience in. co]]ege freshman writing, where the expressed pur-

pose seemed to be to cha]]enge the platitudes, generaiities, sentimentaiities,

. and non sequitur thinking that make/yﬁ’the spontaneous apprOach of many students
to new situations. In other words the immediate value of 1earngng to an indi—
ZViduai may be only intermittently correiated with the long-term vaﬂue of -

‘1earning, both to the individual and to society. Surely. there are lessons to be

drawn here from a decade or ¥of student-centered 1earning environments, about ’

.
~—

Aﬂ;Which Stipek is curiously silent. If we are interested <n excellence, we arg

interested in the transcending of the self, and that can easily involve "work".

.~

3. Develop Student Capacit§ for Self-Management of Nork A]though direct
instruction may continue to be a fruitfu] instructional technique and - the. iong— .
term vaiues of learning may stretch beyond the cruising range of the intrinsic |

‘ motivation of the learner, a strong case‘can be made for increased self-
management by .students during the proionged periodsvof individual hork"between-

, direct instruction episodes.FfDuring this time, the agenda must be kept 1in

sight, resources of time, quiet, anc materiais rep]enished and incentives

I3
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interna11zed or managed through some sort of external re1nforcement for the work
of 1earning. Interna11aat1on is 1mp11ed by Sternberg and Nagner s account of
metacognitive processes, and the cogn1t1ve and mot1vat1ona1 bases of such pro-:

o

cesses need to be e]aborated in terms of the actual work act1v1t1es of students

in their life situations. Doy]e s construct of‘med1at1ng-processes-1n-eco1ogy _

is usefu]* we need to understand the sgg ategies studentsvuse to make sense of .
_and adapt ‘to env1ronments other than the. cTassroom and thenadevelop mot1vat1oha1

and se]f management techniques to sustain engagement w1th learning tasks .in such .
env1ronments despite the distractions. ) ' ”

We need to thﬁnp‘ﬁg§11st1ca11y and pragmat1ca11y from the student’ S po1nt of * .

ov1ew about how thg academ1c tasks descr1bed in these papers are to be 1ntegrated -
into th%>student 's lifeworld -rather than attempt to structure schoolwork 50 as -
~ to‘exclude some of the eco1ogica1 inf]uences (such as competitiveness) that wer
may dislike. This means articulating the variety of agendas, resources, and

. 1ncent1ves students embrace regard1ng purposefu] effort and act1v1ty and giving

the student gu1ded practice in making and folTowing through on dec1s10ns about

these opt1ons. This means confrorting a]ternatlve attractions and deve]op1ng
w111power. If .@ accept Bere1ter and Engelmann's arqument about the work stage

of 1earn1ng, then we must train. students in persevering in a task 1n the absence

of direct Superv1s1on.’ We must ais0 mode] art1cu3at1on and advocacy of the \

larger values of learning S0 that students can acqu1re the, sk111 of defining and
\

" defending their own learning purposes aga1nst teachers caught in Doyle's

4

classroom management game.

4, - Ground Higher-Order Learning on Idea]sﬁand Exemplars. The account of

( \

seif management given above, linked to the preced1ng arguments about the

A\
\

10




' s1c mof1vat1on, lead me to emphas1ze the cu]tura] va]ues of ’ 1earn1ng and to ' -

&
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~-papers and has on‘past-occasions characterized .my own thinm+ng’about the

) 1mportant ‘part in- insight and metacogn1t1on. However, fantasy and play. need a -

: the extend that students fantas1ze about their own replication of such

o
o

possible ut111t1es of direct 1nstruct1o1 and the qua11f1ed 1mportance of intrin-

think about their rev1va1 in the classroom. However, when 1 mention cultural

+
P

values, I want»to avoid the “tone of seriousness that permeates some‘ofvthese

r

student s, role in learning. One can'neglect the complementarity of fantasy:and

p]ay to student 1nte111gence and academic\work.' Sternberg and Nagner: for

examp]e, neg]ect the symbo] transform1ng operations of 1mag1natlon that play an

richer m111eu than the usua] fare of ado]escent recreat1on. The‘ideals and
examp]ars in the culture served by schools are what I have in m1nd here. Among

the models of skill and accomplishment -available to students, sure]y heroic
v i ‘.' . ‘ - .
figures and benefactors of the cu]ture have greater salience thanvteachgrs; To

]

accomplishments, the schoo] has a powerfu] base)to motivate students working to'

deve]op the sk11ls emp]oyed by such figures. .However, the va11dat1on of such

ach1evement is as much external as “internal. In the sense, I question Stipek's

assertion that learning outside the c]assroom is tree of external re1nforcement.

+

Social. status is a powerfu] reward. -
Students:need a wider vision of their'own statss @» student than the narrow
task focus that is both current in schools and aiso is wwpiied in the papers by
Doyle and Sternberg and Wagner. I have articulated kDuckworth 1979)-thts wider
vision in terms of the student as professioral as opposed te the student as wage
1aborer. There -is a danger, howeven in retrOJect1ng the "serious" att1tudes of

an adult academic towards intellectual work back 1nto the minds of adolescents

_encountering such work for the first time. The preva111ng thought patterns of

%

}

i
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‘adolescent nay n fact be ddea]ism,_fantasv, b]ay, and humor. .The ecologies for
such thought patterns are'we11 estab1ished in the modern'consumer culture of BT
adolescence; the estab11shment of aiternate ec0|og1es tc shape idealism, fan- |
tasy, p]ay, and humor around academic work is not 1mposs1b1e but requ1res con-
's1derab1e 1mag1nat1on. . ST o : : : ..
Sternberg and’ wagner S proposa] for a curriculum of gu1ded d1scovery through
some of the great sc1ent1f1c advances is Just such an 1mag1nat1ve f11ght and
its prospects are we]] attested by tne recent popu]ar1ty among ado1e§cents of ,
teiev1s1on\ser1es such as, Car] Sagan S "Cosmos'. For the w1der group of stu- '6}‘
. dents, the human1t1es and soc1a1 stud1es seem a richer store of jdeals and p]ayr

/
Some of this: appears in Mortimer Ad%er s recent proposa] for a classical

education; his precurso;;1n the advocacy of "pa1de1a , Werner Jaeger 196ﬁl\gave
centra] place to the Homeric epics in exemp11fy1ng and person1fy1ng the virtues

of Greek culture in the minds of the youth of that society. To the argument

that this is an e1jte educational methcid; I'would respond ~-that in fantasy,and
play, adoﬂescents reveal a universa]ﬂelittsm. 'fhe particular exemplars who
ﬁnform elite images today; however,-tend to exhibit glamour and power rather
sthan knowledge 'and vdrtue, and this may be a"critica1 area of intervention.
' Acquiescence in the superficia]itﬁ of oopu1ar cutture may be a key failing 1in : -
educators‘ adaptat1on to the world of the young. Unt11 educators -can present
potent images of self-cultivation and soc1a]]y recogn1zed accomp]hshment in
1earn1ng and its product1ve consequences, all the techn1ca1 efforts to design
academ1c work dround h1gher -order objectives may be in vain. HoWever, the pOInt
of such 1ntervent1on is to persuade the student to invest in the idealized 1muge

of the cultural exemplar, not to expect such investment by jtself to carry the -

Y , ' ~
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student through the arduous periods of academ1c work .

The student ro1e jmplied in these four recommendat1ons can be character1zed
as follows: a cont1nu1ty throughout schooling of structured group interactions
wdth a teacher on the mastery of skills and content--including 1og1ca1 ; &
voperat1ons--deemed central to the, culture'of the society at large; increasingi
demands on the student to apply thdse central-skills to new and yaried content
of increasing difficulty in an inte]]igent in Sternberg and. Wagner's sense) and
self- d1sc1p11ned fashion; and” the gradua] supp]ementat1on of mastery for its own
sake with the 1m1tat1on of cu]tura] exemp]ars in pursuing higher- order learning.
-+ Stipek might well argue that this structured emphasis ignores her critique
}of external reinforcement:tn schoo]s. I agree t?at mot1vat1on to 1eann~ln
today S h1gh schools is indeed prob]emat1c. My X Qut1on, however, is not a pro-
posal to reorient h1gh ‘school education to 1ntr1ns1c mot1vat1on, but to defuse
the situation for those students who otherwise wou]d become bored 1n schoo] by
allowing them a resp1te from the academ1c regime of schoo] dur1ng the early ado-
1escent years, Upon comp]et1ng their elementary school educat1on, students
would have the opt1on of pursuing intrinsic motivation in a var1ety of super-
v1sed activities for a year or two,. but they would have-the foreknow]edge that a
demanding and externa11y re1nforced four—year high schoo] curriculum had yet to‘
be comp]eted before they could obtain-a graduation dip]oma. The re-entry into |
the aoadem1c reg1me wou]d then be as de11berate as soc1ety wou]d tolerate, on
terms well known and agreed to by students. The assumpt1on behind this proposa]
is that the moratorium on the forma] curriculum ‘would: prov1de space for the
f]ower1ng of personal 1nterests in learning without the schoo] s obligation to

control and evaluate such 1earn1ng. My sense from 1nterv1ews with schoo] per-

sonnel is that this sort of moratorium is at present taken by high school gra-
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duates after Six years of progress1ve1y more a11enated ‘and unfru1tfu1 secondary
schoo11ng. The aim 1n the proposa] is to provide the break in 1ockstep
schoo]1ng ear11er and then to redef1ne the adolescent's ro]e as student anew and
on“terms of se]f management and h1gh expectation such as have been ddscr1bed
above. Th1s proposa] is con¢1stent with, but goes several steps beyond, the
current philosophy of middle-school education. . >

The Management of School Work

The three papers under cons1derat1on, and my own dischssion thus far, have
tocused on how to redes1gn the student's role to promote more advanced 1earn1ng.
- Doyle does ind1cate the prob]emat1c~nature‘of the teacher's role. in estab11sh1ng .
and sustaining such an aitered student work role, a]though‘I think he focusesr

too narrow]y on the 1nterna1 world of the classroom and on the management of , .

specific tasks. I would like to sketch the e]ements of a wider view of the
determinants of the student s work cond1t1ons. If we are to 1dent1fy interven-
. tions and points of access 1in 1mprov1ng outcomes of educat1on, we need to
understand ‘the more distal but no less 1mportant system1c determ1nants of the
WOrk of both students and teachers. . _ |
Lﬁ The parad1gm I have been developing at CEPM looks beyond the c]assroom to
school and district management policies and practices. My remarks earlier about
student se]f-management and idealism may serve to guide this exploration of the
student'ro]e determinants that are dependent on the work of teachers, admi-
.n1strators, and other 1nf1uent1a1 figures in public education.

Let me first cons1der the work conditions required for teachers to 1mp1ement

the sort. of curricular ideas suggested in these papers. vw1th regard to

teachers, Doyle has indieated how student pressure can drive down the standards
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of eXpectation for performance and trivialize comprehension tasks by reducing
them to memory or procedure tasks. Against this pressure, how would administra—
'tors go about defining a work agenda of high standards and higher-order cogni-
tive objectiues for teachers, providing resources needed for-more ambitious
curricula, and creating and sustaining incentives for confronting
students--e.g., for putting up with the tensions of noncooperation and friction
about student nonperformance7 Let me suggest some possibiiities.

Regarding teacher work- agenda, I agree With Sternberg and Wagner- that really
ambitiouc goals for student attainment need organization 1in their/own right,
although I would oppose the restriction of such goa]s of excellence to teachers
of "gifted" students. Teachers of all students need to be reminded. by admi—
nistrators that mastery is to be expected of thinking skills as well as curricu-
1um-content- Stipek makes the point that excellence can be sought in terms of
mastery at each stage of learning, a]though I wou]d disagree with” her advice
about compartmentaiiZing and protecting different student learning groups from
one another. The teacher needs a more f]eXibie hand in stretching task capaci—

" ties of different students and symbols of exce]]ence to apply to the progress of .
" each student,(Staﬂiings 1981) BUiiding principals, other, teachers, and super-
visors can: review a teacher's decisions regarding different students and suggest
where goa]s are being set too Tlow.

Regarding teacher work resources, administrators shou]d recognize that rigi-
»dity in the time scnnduiemand grouping arrangements may prevent teachers from
attempting to use direct instruction in ways appropriate for a program of
mastery learning for all students. Teachers who feel that theyvcannot assign
homework and expect it to be completed are likewise discouraged. Teachers whose

students are absent or late require assistance in reintegration and discipline




14

(Stallings 1981). Students who obstruct the progress of:the class are a drain
'on resources(panter 1980). C]assroom'discipline can be strengthened by school =«
administrators (Purkey and Smith 1982). ' |
Regarding teacher work 1ncentives, Lortie (1975) has-described‘hon teachers
value their persona] re]at1onsh1ps w1th students and der1ve d1verse rewards from
- their accomp1ishments.‘ Brophy and Good -(1974) suggest that teachers may be dif-
ferentially engaged withrstudents. Some teacher seem to feel threatened by or
" useless to fast learners. ‘Teachers, in their isolation, may be coopted by the
student value system just as they are coopted by studentqnegotiations over .
assignments.. Incentives for teachers to give‘more attention to or'demand more
of all students might include recognition of exemplary student performance and
Vproducts. Ath]etic and music teachers get this recognition and report pressure
to obtaln a qua11tw product from students. Here, moreover, other students may
* reinforce teacher va]ues about qua11ty. Incent1ves for teachers thus may derive
from new ways of. 11nk1ng student accomp11shments to benefits (1nc1ud1ng a sense \
of schoo] pr1de) or to prov1d1ng a service to tpe community. Work, in short,
‘can have a social- exchange value it se]dom enjoys in school. " The social utili-
ties here are relevant to Sternberg and Wagner s call for’ relevance but include
symbolic accomp11shments and thus respect the va]ue of the academic disciplines
| as sources of va]ue to c1v111zatlon 1tse1f. Th1s sort of eipectat1on ra1s1ng
"has been documented in e]ementary schools (Brookover et al.” 1979); there is no
reason to think it cannot,be done 1in high schoo1s-as well.
The work‘of teachers and students’ is dependent in turn on the work of school:

adm1n1strators and policy makers. The improvements suggested by the three

papers depend on the schools' ability to obtain author1zat1on for such work

or
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agendas,‘prouision 6% resources, and confirmation of incentives. There has been
_much discussion of the public's dissatisfaction with.schooTsnand withholding of
resources; Co]eman,’Hoffer; and Kilgore (1981) have justified the next step of
exit from the public educat1on system. Private schoo1s are known to 'be respon—
sive to the1r clientele, and they have a reputat1on for higher student perfor-
mance, a]though there is doubt]ess great d1vers1ty in this respect. However,.
public. schoo]s with adm1n1strators who have art1cu1ated the va]ue of schoo]
1earning and assemb]ed citizen coalitions in support of academic goals have
managed 1in many>caSes to turn this situa:ion around. Such administrators are
not 1nt1m1dated by public des1res for immediate, pa1n1ess, and superf1c1a1
school product1v1ty There is a 1eadersh1p function here w1th regard to
reestab11sh1ng the contr1but1on of education and excellence to c1v111zat1on and
to the quality as well as quantity of work done in various sectors of the
society. It is the lack of this 1eadersh1p that to me accounts for some of the
crittoism of the otherwise seemingly unexceptionable estab]1shment of minimum
competencies. It is not that -such competenc1es are not 1mportant statements by
schools, but that they seldom are accompan1ed by standards of exce]]ence.
Indeed, I witnessed a superintendent who w1shed to authorize such a set of stan-
:dards for .excellence frustrated by the pr1nc1pa1s of the district' s schools on
'the argument that they had their hands full with the m1n1m1m competenc1es
already.

The teacher's and student's work agenda; resources, and 1ncent1ves are
embedded in the societal percept1on of the school as an institution. Char]es‘f
Bidwell (1979) has argued that schoo]s are nested eco]og1es open to different.

isectors of the public, and this may account for the apparent lack of centra]

organizationa] control regard1ng decline in perforinance standards.
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N Superlntandents are in a pos1t1on to notify these different sectors of theigoa1s
of the. school and to protect pr1nc1pa1s and teachers when pressed by part1cu1ar
pub11cs with special 1nterests. In part1cu1ar, the school's performance stan-
ﬁdards need protect1on from the credential- oriented students and parents |
described by Doyle and by Meyer (1979).

Superintendents are themselves hired by schoof:boards, however, and need an '
externa] foundation for susta1n1ng a dr1ve for higher performance standards.
Ultimately, it is po11cy—art1cu1at1ng \od1es like state and national- comm1ss1ons-
and the universities that can provide’the 1nst1tut]ona1 support for schoo]s |
attempts to improve their standards and adapt their curricula to what we are
learning aboot intelligence, motivation, and academic tasks. .Without this sup-

port, the social forces that depress student performance will continue to hold

sway.

o
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